This research reports the results of three independent studies which investigate the relationship between attraction and communicator style (the way a person communicates). Study 1 compares the communicator styles of "best liked" and "least liked" friends. The "best liked" friend's style differed significantly from that of the "least liked" friend, scoring higher on attraction, communicator Attraction is investigated typically as a function of attitude similarity (Byren, 1969(Byren, , 1971, economic similarity (Byrne, Clore, and Worchel, 1966) , need similarity (Izard, 1961 ) , and personality similarity (Griffitt, 1966 (Griffitt, , 1969 (1973) suggest that attraction is positively related to such personality dimensions as selfconcept, self-esteem, and dominance-submissiveness.
Attraction is investigated typically as a function of attitude similarity (Byren, 1969 (Byren, , 1971 , economic similarity (Byrne, Clore, and Worchel, 1966) , need similarity (Izard, 1961 ) , and personality similarity (Griffitt, 1966 (Griffitt, , 1969 Gullahorn (1952) and Newcomb (1961 ) suggest that opportunity to communicate (propinquity) correlates positively with interpersonal attraction. Dion, Berscheid, and Walster (1972) found that attractive persons are perceived as more sincere, more stable, and warmer. Mims, Harnett, and Nay (1975) tried to determine whether a given behavior of an individual or his physical appearance was a better determinant of attraction. However, the communication context (a debate) and the broad classification (nice versus obnoxious) limited the generalizability of their findings that the physical variable was the better predictor of attraction. Lowe and Goldstein (1970) , Holstein, Goldstein, and Bem (1971 ) , and Mehrabian (1968 and Mehrabian ( , 1969 have researched the effects of individual expressive styles on attraction. Typical findings indicate that expressive cues can induce liking for a communicator. Most of these studies, however, isolate certain discrete variables while neglecting a more holistic consideration of communicator style.
Another area of research involving communication and attraction has focused on the vehicle of expression as the most important component in interaction. For example, [259] Leginski and lzzett (1973) maintain that how one communicates is more influential than what is actually communicated with regard to social effectiveness and the success of the transaction. Williams (1975) points to the effect that various media have on style considerations. She found that the more immediate the medium (face-to-face interaction), the more positively the subjects were evaluated (Williams, 1975: 126-127 (Simonson and Bahr, 1974) . The investigators concluded that the attractiveness of a therapist is not merely a function of content, but rather &dquo;involves the subject's knowledge of the therapist's style of interaction, which he might or might not like&dquo; (Simonson and Bahr, 1974: 362-363) . In this study, style was defined in terms of self-disclosure and openness.
Finally, the personality literature provides implications regarding the relationship of communicator style to attraction. Byrne and Griffitt (1973) suggest that attraction is positively related to such personality dimensions as selfconcept, self-esteem, and dominance-submissiveness. Bales (1970) , Bushard (1959) , Ruesch (1957) , Shapiro (1965) , Watzlawick, Beavin, and Jackson (1967) , and Weblin (1962) Norton (1974, 1977) (Byrne, 1971 ) was given simultaneously with the short version of the communicator style measure. Two conditions were studied.
Conditions '
In the first condition, people were asked to respond to the questionnaire with their best friend in mind. &dquo;Best friend&dquo; was defined as the person they liked the best among their acquaintances.
In the second condition, people were asked to respond to the questionnaire with the person they liked least among their acquaintances in mind. In oral instructions, the subjects were told to: &dquo;Recall a set of your acquaintances. In ' your mind rank order these acquaintances in terms of liking. [263] The person at the bottom of the ranking can be thought of as a 'least liked friend'.&dquo; A validity check showed that the manipulation in (Morgan and Messenger, 1973) analysis was done on the data set. THAID is a form of regression analysis which employs a sequential binary split algorithm. &dquo;The primary idea behind the binary split algorithm is that the data be sequentially partitioned into two parts, determined by an independent variable's code, so as to optimize locally a criterion function for the dependent variable&dquo; (Morgan and Messenger, 1973: 9) .
The THAID solution is shown in Figure 1 . Communicator image is the dependent variable used in the analysis. The single best predictor among the nine independent variables is dominant. In the THAID model, 569 subjects saw them- Study 3 represents an extension of study 2. In study 2 the subjects specified target persons representing style types, and they evaluated the target persons. In study 3, the target persons were determined by self-report. The subjects evaluated them without knowing about their styles. To obtain relatively pure style types, a student had to score greater than one-half standard deviation from the [273] mean in the appropriate direction for the defining variables. The criteria resulted in the following pool of target persons:
(1 ) 67 subjects in the dominant/open style (2) 14 subjects in the dominant/not open style, (3) 11 subjects in the notdominant/relaxed style, and (4) 54 subjects in the notdominant/not-relaxed style. Eight subjects were drawn randomly for the respective pools for each style type.
Subjects
The subjects were 20 faculty and teaching assistants who had the above students in their classes.
Measure
A nine-item attraction measure was constructed for study 3. The items were chosen in light of three attraction dimensions found in the literature: (1 ) liking and working together (Byrne, 1971 ) , (2) personality (Griffitt, 1966 (Griffitt, , 1969 Byrne and Griffitt, 1969) , and (3) physical features (Byrne, London, and Reeves, 1968; Byrne, Ervin, and Lambert, 1970; Stroebe, Insko, Thomson and Layton, 1971 ) . Three items were selected for each factor (refer to Ten weeks after the initial pool of target persons had been generated, the subjects were asked to participate in a research project. The subjects were not told the nature of [274] the study. They were given no indication that the target person had been selected in any special way. None of the teachers associated this study with the communicator style measure given out in their classes on the first day of the semester. None of the teachers guessed the research hypothesis when asked about it after the evaluations. In short, the teachers &dquo;blindly&dquo; evaluated the target persons.
At the top of each measure, the name of the respective target person who was in the teacher's class was printed. Under the name, an instruction requested that the teacher evaluate the .target person along a 15-point scale for 13 items. Most of the teachers evaluated only one or two students.
Validity Checks Table 3 shows the correlation coefficients for the attraction items. In a cluster analysis (Sneath and Sokal, 1973) , the items grouped into the three posited factors. Thus, the attraction measure was structured as expected. (4), (5), and (6) grouped in the personality attraction factor; items (7), (8), and (9) grouped in the physical attraction factor.
In the second test, the four style types were compared for the summed items for each attraction factor. The groups differed significantly, (X 2 = 6.6, p <.05). Figure 3 shows the graphed scores.
DISCUSSION
The dominant/open style (type 1) was the most attractive in all categories. It was anticipated tht this style would be evaluated highly for two of the attraction factors. The surprising finding was the style type was evaluated also highly in the physical attractiveness factor. Two explanations are suggested.
First, the dominant/open style is sufficiently engaging that causes the perceiver to inflate the target person's attraction scores related to physical features-in effect, a carryover phenomenon because of the way one communicates.
[276] ing upon a therapeutic (Pettegrew, 1977) , academic (Norton, 1977) , business, political, or religious context. In a like manner, they should also vary depending on whether [280] the situation is loving, hating, playing, selling, lying, 
